Nearly all forecast models of US presidential elections provide estimates of the national two-party vote (Campbell 2008) . Each of the nine forecasts published in the 2008 forecasting issue of PS: Political Science & Politics made national popular vote total predictions for the major party candidates, while only one provided an expected result in the Electoral College (Klarner 2008) . These national vote models are assumed to be reliable forecasts of who is likely to win the general election. In most cases, this assumption is reasonable. It becomes problematic, however, at precisely the point that forecasts are most interesting: when elections are close. In tight elections, national forecasts can and have produced a "winner" different from the actual winner. Consider the forecasts and ultimate outcome of the 2000 election. Each of the 2000 presidential election forecasts predicted vice president Al Gore to win a majority of the two-party popular vote, which he did, but none correctly predicted governor George W. Bush to assume the presidency (Campbell 2001) . Never in US history have White House residents been determined through a national popular vote. Presidential elections are decided through contests in the states and the District of Columbia. The forecast model we developed explicitly models the presidential contest based on factors inherent to these 51 jurisdictions. This modeling approach allows us to make a projection of the Electoral College result, which popular vote estimates cannot.
In its theoretical approach, our State-by-State Model is similar to national two-party forecasts that primarily focus on economic conditions (Abramowitz 2008; Cuzán and Bundrick 4 Democratic vote share when the office holder at the time of the election is a Democrat. Likewise it predicts the Republican share, when the office holder at the time of the election is a Republican. Based on a model estimating the incumbent party share of the two-party vote in each state, we use contemporary data to forecast the 2012 presidential election. Then, we use these state-specific point estimates to predict the number of Electoral College votes the major party candidates will obtain.
2 Independent variables incorporated in the model fall into four categories. has not yet published estimates of population by state for 2012. As a proxy, we use 2011 population counts for the calculation of per capita income change for 2012. We also include the interaction of this variable measuring change in real per capita income with the incumbent party binary variable. Again, our logic is that one incumbent party may be harmed more by negative economic performance on this measure than will the other party.
The fourth category of independent variables is included to capture state-to-state idiosyncrasies of a given presidential contest. In doing this, we include binary variables identifying the home state of the Democratic and Republican presidential candidates in each contest. As shown later in the text, we find evidence that some candidates perform better, on average, in their home states. Therefore, we also include binary variables to identify the home states of the candidates in the last election. The inclusion of these variables is necessary because, absent such controls, the lagged two-party vote percentage will over predict the current vote for that party's candidate in any state in which the prior election featured a major party candidate who hailed from that state. In essence, we "turn off" the prior home state effect in predicting current support for the incumbent party's nominee. In earlier iterations of the model, we also included binary variables to identify vice presidential candidate home states, the states in which the nominating conventions were held, and governor partisanship (see also Powell 2004 ).
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Despite frequent media speculation that such things play a role in the final outcome, no statistically significant effect of any of these binary variables in the models that incorporated these variables or subsets of these variables is found. [ 
The Model

Model Diagnostics
The Forecast
Our prediction, based on the model analyzing returns from the prior eight presidential elections is that the president will win 17 states, plus the District of Columbia. The point predictions for every state are listed in table 3. Figure 1 provides a graphic depiction of these predictions along with 90% confidence interval bands, which illustrate the degree of uncertainty around each expected result.
[ Figure 1 and Table 3 about here]
As figure 1 shows, the states we predict President Obama will carry include a substantially reduced set than those he carried in 2008. 5 This is supported by the fact that no states won by McCain are predicted to flip to Obama. What is striking about our state-level economic indicator forecast is the expectation that Obama will lose almost all of the states currently considered as swing states, including North Carolina, Virginia, New Hampshire, Colorado, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Florida. Three other states that might be viewed as swing states-Michigan, New Mexico, and Nevada-are predicted to stay in Obama's column. Our forecast is that the President will receive 218 Electoral College votes, putting him well short of the 270 needed to win reelection. Moving to 2012, our forecast is that Obama will receive 47.14% of the two-party popular vote. Using confidence intervals around each individual state forecast and aggregating to a national popular vote as earlier described, our model projects a likelihood of 77% that Romney will receive a majority of the ballots cast for the two major parties. Of course, this does not mean we possess the same level of certainty that Romney will ultimately win the election because minor changes in the distribution of votes across a handful of battleground states can affect the outcome. This justifies using a state-level model to predict Electoral College results.
Transforming our state-by-state forecasts into a national popular vote prediction does, however, allow for a comparison of our model to other models that focus on popular vote predictions.
What caveats should be noted? And how do we arrive at this forecast? The first caveat is that we have slightly less confidence in this forecast than one that uses economic data measured somewhat closer to Labor Day. The second caveat, which ties back to the first, is that a substantial number of cases depicted in figure 1 where the 90% confidence band around the state's prediction includes the 50% mark. This indicates that the two-party vote could plausibly flip to the other side of the 50-50 line on which some of these states are currently predicted to land. Finally, our model performs well in estimating election outcomes from 1980 through 2008.
However, as scholars and pundits know, each election has unique elements that, while they may randomize over time, could lead one or more states to behave in ways in a particular election that the model is unable correctly to predict. As the great Yankee catcher Yogi Berra famously quipped, "It's tough to make predictions, especially about the future." Note: Dependent variable is the two-party vote percent received by the incumbent party. Standard errors reported in parentheses. *p < .10; **p < .05; ***p < .01 (two-tailed). 
